REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Applicants have received and carefully reviewed the Final Office Action mailed 
April 12, 2010, and the Advisory Action mailed June 16, 2010. Claims 1, 2, 4-12, 14-16, 
18-26, 28, and 29 remain pending and have been rejected. Applicants respectfully 
traverse all adverse assertions and rejections presented in the Final Office Action. With 
this paper, claims 1,15, and 29 have been amended. Favorable consideration of the 
above amendments and the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Claim Amendments 

Amendments to the claims find support, for example, in paragraphs [0018], 
[0019], and [0024], and in Figure 2 of the published application (US 2004/0127936). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

Claims 1, 4, 10-12, 15, 18, 19, 25, 26, and 29 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as anticipated by Dereume (U.S. Patent No. 6,241,738). After careful review, 
Applicants must respectfully traverse this rejection. 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal 
Bros. V. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir, 
1987). . ."The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in 
the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 
1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). (MPEP 2131). 

Pages 2-3 of the Final Office Action assert that Figure 6 discloses "the elongated 
shaft member and braided member are coupled together", and the Advisory Action re- 
asserts that "Figure 6 clearly shows a portion of the braided member (14) extends 
proximally of the distal end of the shaft member (I) and coupled to the distal end of the 
elongated member (all elements of the device are coupled together)." Applicants 
respectfiiUy disagree. 

Dereume does appear to teach an elongated shaft member (1) having a proximal 
section and a flared distal section. However, shaft member (1) does not appear to be 
coupled to stent (14) as ^serted by the Examiner. Instead, stent (14) appears to be 
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expressly disclosed as being fixed to one end of recovery sheath (11) - see column 5, 
lines 47-57 and Figure 6-7. Support sheath (1) is disclosed as being "accommodated in 
the axial cavity 13 of the recovery sheath 11" (column 5, lines 43-44), and is further 
disclosed as being slidable with respect to stent (14) - see column 7, lines 6-9. 

However, in the interest of advancing prosecution and without conceding the 
correctness of the rejection, Applicants have amended independent claims 1,15, and 29 
to further distinguish from Dereume. 

Nowhere does Dereume appear to disclose an elongated shaft member having a 
proximal section and a flared distal section; and a braided member having a proximal 
portion and a distal portion, the proximal portion of the braided member extending 
proximally of a distal end of the elongated shaft member and coupled to the flared distal 
section of the elongated shaft member, and the distal portion of the braided member 
extending distally of the distal end of the elongated shaft member, wherein at least part of 
the proximal portion of the braided member is encased within a wall of the flared distal 
section, as required by amended claim 1. 

Nowhere does Dereume appear to disclose an elongated shaft member having a 
proximal section and a flared distal section; and a braided member having a proximal 
portion and a distal portion, the proximal portion of the braided member extending 
proximally of a distal end of the elongated shaft member and coupled to the flared distal 
section of the elongated shaft member, and the distal portion of the braided member 
extending distally of the distal end of the elongated shaft member, wherein at least part of 
the proximal portion of the braided member is integrally formed with the elongated shaft 
member such that the at least part of the proximal portion is encased within a wall of the 
flared distal section, as required by amended claim 15. 

Nowhere does Dereume appear to disclose an elongated shaft member having a 
proximal section and a flared distal section; and a braided member having a proximal 
portion and a distal portion, the proximal portion of the braided member extending 
proximally of a distal end of the elongated shaft member and fixedly coupled to the flared 
distal section of the elongated shaft member, and the distal portion of the braided member 
extending distally of the distal end of the elongated shaft member, wherein at least part of 
the proximal portion of the braided member is integrally formed with the elongated shaft 
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member such that the at least part of the proximal portion is encased within a wall of the 
flared distal section, and an elastomeric jacket encasing at least part of said braided 
member, the elastomeric jacket disposed adjacent and flush with the flared distal section 
of the elongated shaft member, wherein the elastomeric jacket has a thickness generally 
equivalent to that of the flared distal section of the elongated shaft member, as required in 
amended claim 29. 

Although Dereume mentions that "it is possible to envisage the recovery cone 14 
being arranged at the end of support sheath 1", this arrangement does not appear to 
provide at least the proximal portion of the braided member extending proximally of a 
distal end of the elongated shaft member as required in independent claims 1,15, and 29. 

Since Dereume does not appear to disclose each and every element of claims 1, 
15, and 29 as set forth in the claims in as complete detail as is contained in the claims, 
Dereume cannot anticipate the claims. Similarly, claims 4, 10-12, 18, 19, 25, and 26, 
which depend from claims 1 and 1 5 and include significant additional limitations, also 
cannot be anticipated by Dereume. Applicants respectfully request that the rejection be 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

Claims 2, 5-9, 14, 16, 20-24, and 28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Dereume. After careful review. Applicants must respectfully 
traverse this rejection. 

"All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim 
against the prior art," In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 
1970). If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C, 103, then any claim 
depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988). (MPEP 2143.03). 

For at least the reasons discussed above, Dereume does not appear to disclose all 
of the elements of independent claims 1 and 1 5, as is required to establish a prima facie 
rejection. Therefore, independent claims 1 and 15 are believed to be patentable over 
Dereume. Since claims 2, 5-9, 14, 16, 20-24, and 28 depend therefrom and add 
additional elements thereto, these claims also are believed to be patentable over Dereume. 
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Applicants respectfully request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Additionally, Applicants note that with respect to claims 2, 6-9, 14, 16, 21-24, and 
28, the Examiner h^ asserted certain claimed elements to be well known in the art. 
Applicants respectfully traverse this broad assertion, as no evidence or cited art has been 
provided to corroborate the assertion. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, all pending claims are believed to be in condition for 
allowance. Further examination, reconsideration, and withdrawal of the rejections are 
respectfully requested. Issuance of a Notice of Allowance in due course is anticipated. If 
a telephone conference might be of assistance, please contact the undersigned attorney at 
(612) 677-9050. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Amr Salahieh et al. 




CROMPTON, SEAGER & TUFTE, LLC 
1221 Nicollet Avenue, Suite 800 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403-2420 
GIenn,Seager@,cstlaw.com 
Tel; (612) 677-9050 
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